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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1-46 are subject to examination. 

Double Patenting 

2. The claims 1-46 are provisionally rejected on the ground of non-statutory double 
patenting over claims 1-64 of copending Application Number 10/869,165, please office action 
dated 3/24/2006. The applicant states, "Applicant traverses with the rejection, . . ., Applicant 
declines to file a terminal disclaimer at this time". However, the applicant has failed to provide 
any arguments for the traversal. The double patenting rejection is maintained. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

3. Claims 1-46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed 
to a non-statutory subject matter. The claims 7-9, 1 1-25, 44-46 are software per see that is not 
tangibly embodied on a computer storage medium such as memory and therefore lacks a 
practical application because it alone cannot produce its intended outcome. Also, the claim 1 
and its dependent claims perform executing but do not produce concrete and tangible results . 
The claim 7 and its dependent claims contain operating systems " to be " executed, not executed, 
which is not stored on the memory , and do not produce concrete and tangible results. The claim 
18 and its dependent claims do not produce concrete and tangible results . The claim 26 and its 
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dependent claims perform executing but do not produce concrete and tangible results . Note: The 
execution by itself does not produce concrete and tangible results . It's not until the result of the 
execution is made available that it becomes a tangible result, which enables any usefulness of 
having done the execution to be realized . 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

4. Claims 18-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply with 
the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter, which was not 
described in the specification of this application under examination in such a way as to 
reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art to use and/or make the invention. 

The specification of this application under examination does not contain what "computer 
readable medium" is. 

5. Claims 1-46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with 
the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter, which was not described in 
the specification of this application under examination in such a way as to enable one skilled in 
the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the 
invention. 

Claim 1 and its dependent claims are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
based on a disclosure which is not enabling. Storages such as memory for the plurality of 
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operating systems and the providing mechanism are critical or essential to the practice of the 
invention, but not included in the claim(s) is not enabled by the disclosure. See In re Mayhew, 
527 F.2d 1229, 188 USPQ 356 (CCPA 1976). The claim 1 contain "providing a plurality of 
operating systems on a single information handling device", however, without storages such as 
memory, the device cannot have the operating systems. There is no support on (providing 
mechanism) who and how the providing of the operating systems is done. Also, it is not possible 
to have the operating systems provided on a single information handling device, as providing to 
the storages devices can be done, but not providing on as claimed. Similar applies to claims 18 
and its dependent claims. Similar applies to claims 26 and its dependent claims. Similar applies 
to claims 7 and its dependent claims. 

Claim 1 contain "executing the appliance operating system", and "executing the general 
operating system", together in the claim, which is contrary to the claim 8, which clearly states, 
" bios is to control which of said plurality of operating systems is executed ", meaning only one 
operating system is executed. Also, it is not apparent how the claim 1 can have two operating 
systems executed and active at the same time . Also, it is not possible to have another operating 
system executed when the first operating system is still executed and active. Similar applies to 
claims 18 and its dependent claims. Similar applies to claims 26 and its dependent claims. 

Claim 1 and its dependent claims are rejected under 35 U.S. C 112, first paragraph, as 
based on a disclosure which is not enabling. Device drivers for controlling the appliances is 
critical or essential to the practice of the invention, but not included in the claim(s) is not enabled 
by the disclosure. See In re Mayhew, 527 F.2d 1229, 188 USPQ 356 (CCPA 1976). The claim 1 
contain " the appliance operating system to control a subset of the one or more appliances ". 
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however, without having device drivers specific to the appliances the appliance operating system 
cannot control the appliances (hardware). Also, it is not possible to have the appliance operating 
system to directly communicate with the appliance (hardware) itself (through the network etc., 
see claims 1 1-16), as there is no interface/interfacing between the appliance operating system 
and the appliances in the claimed subject matter of the claim 1 . Similar applies to claims 1 8 and 
its dependent claims. Similar applies to claims 26 and its dependent claims. Similar applies to 
claims 7 and its dependent claims. 

Claim 18 and its dependent claims are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
based on a disclosure which is not enabling. Claim 1 8 contain "appliance operating system on a 
general purpose information handling system". It is not possible to have a general purpose 
system (as in the claim 1 8) because the appliance operating system is specific to the appliance 
and not for general purpose as claimed. Hence, general purpose system and the appliance 
(specific) operating system cannot exist together. Also, it is not apparent how operating system 
can be implemented on a system. One of ordinary skilled in the art very well knows that 
software is implemented in a system. In fact, the claims 11, 12, 31, 37, etc., clearly mention that 
the appliances are coupled to the device and the appliances being across a network and the 
appliances being media handling systems (multiple), television, DVD player, etc. Even " general 
purpose information " is not possible because each appliance contain its respective (specific) 
information, hence multiple distinct information, rather general purpose as claimed. 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter, which the applicant regards as his invention. 
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6. Claims 1-46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

Claims 1 and its dependent claims recite the limitations, "single information handling 
device". These limitations are indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim 
the subject matter in the claim as per MPEP rules and guidelines, MPEP 706.03(d). It is not 
apparent how " single information handling device having one or more appliances " is possible, as 
it one hand states single device and on other hand has multiple appliances, which is contrary to 
single . In fact, the claims 11, 12, 31, 37, etc., clearly mention that the appliances are coupled to 
the device and the appliances being across a network and the appliances being media handling 
systems (multiple), television, DVD player, etc. Even " single information " is not possible 
because each appliance contain its respective (specific) information, hence multiple information, 
rather single information as claimed. Similar applies to claims 26 and its dependent claims. 

Claims 1 and its dependent claims recite the limitations, "an appliance operating system 
dedicated to control the information handling device to operate a subset of the one or more 
a ppliances ". These limitations are indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly 
claim the subject matter in the claim as per MPEP rules and guidelines, MPEP 706.03(d). It is 
not apparent how the appliance operating system is dedicated ; when the same appliance is used 
for multiple functions, 1) to control the information handling device 2) operate multiple 
appliances (a subset of the one or more appliances). In fact, the appliance operating system also 
controls the information handling device similar to the general operating system. Similar applies 
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to claims 18 and its dependent claims. Similar applies to claims 26 and its dependent claims. 
Similar applies to claims 7 and its dependent claims. 

The term " general operating system" in claims 1 and dependent claims is a relative term, 
which renders the claim indefinite. It is not apparent what is considered as "general" as the 
specification of this application under prosecution clearly states , "while a general operating 
system would be limited to controlling the built in CD player ", which in fact is similar to 
the appliance operating system because the CD player is an appliance too. One of ordinary 
skilled in the art at the time of invention very clearly knows that each operating system, 
including an appliance operating system also perform tasks that the general operating system 
performs as claimed in the claim. Similar applies to claims 18 and its dependent claims. Similar 
applies to claims 26 and its dependent claims. Similar applies to claims 7 and its dependent 
claims. 

The term " general information handling tasks" in claims 1 and dependent claims is a 
relative term, which renders the claim indefinite. It is not apparent what is considered as 
" general information handling tasks" as the specification of this application under prosecution 
clearly states , "while a general operating system would be limited to controlling the built 
in CD player ", which in fact is similar to the tasks handled by the appliance operating system 
because the CD player is an appliance too. Also it is not apparent that the general information 
and /or tasks are for the general operating system itself or multiple operating systems. One of 
ordinary skilled in the art at the time of invention very clearly knows that each operating system, 
including an appliance operating system also perform tasks that the general operating system 
performs as claimed in the claim. Similar applies to claims 18 and its dependent claims. Similar 
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applies to claims 26 and its dependent claims. Similar applies to claims 7 and its dependent 
claims. 

Claims 1 and its dependent claims recite the limitations, "the appliance operating system 
is independent of the general operating system". These limitations are indefinite for failing to 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter in the claim as per MPEP rules and 
guidelines, MPEP 706.03(d). It is not apparent how the appliance operating system is 
independent when the claims 3, 42-46, etc., clearly show that the appliance operating system and 
the general operating system depend on each other for switching, etc. Similar applies to claims 
18 and its dependent claims. Similar applies to claims 7 and its dependent claims. 

Claims 4 recite the limitations, "executing . . . operating systems concurrently" (along 
with general operating system performing general information handling tasks). These limitations 
are indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter in the 
claim as per MPEP rules and guidelines, MPEP 706.03(d). It is not apparent how the general 
operating system can perform general information tasks when the other appliance operating 
system is executing (during the switching period) as one of ordinary skilled in the art at the time 
of the invention very well knows that the general operating is waiting to be executed in the 
concurrent processing (during the switching period). When the appliance operating system(s) 
have their turn the general operating system cannot do anything and the general operating system 
cannot perform any general tasks that are general and needed for the device when the appliance 
operating system(s) have their turn . Similar applies to claim 22. Similar applies to claims 26 and 
its dependent claims. 
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Claim 3 recites the limitations, "the execution". These limitations are indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter in the claim as per MPEP 
rules and guidelines, MPEP 706.03(d). It is not apparent which executing it is referred to. 

Claims 30, 33, 36 recite the limitations, "the memory device". There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim (Please see MPEP 706.03(d)). 

Claim 1 8 recites the limitations, "instructions to implement an appliance operating 
system on a general purpose information handling system". These limitations are indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter in the claim as per MPEP 
rules and guidelines, MPEP 706.03(d). In fact, the appliance operating system is not 
implemented but it is already present on a memory, etc. (see claims 5, etc.). 

Claims 26 and its dependent claims recite the limitations, "appliance operating system on 
a singe information handling system", "general operating system on the singe information 
handling system". These limitations are indefinite for failing to particularly point out and 
distinctly claim the subject matter in the claim as per MPEP rules and guidelines, MPEP 
706.03(d). The operating systems on a system cannot exist. 

Note: Examiner has made an earnest effort to locate the limitations from the claims that 
are indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter. The 
applicant is requested to fix similar limitations, which the examiner might have overlooked, from 
the claims including other groups of claims. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Haresh Patel whose telephone number is (571) 272-3973. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday, Tuesday, Thursday and Friday from 10:00 am to 
8:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Follansbee can be reached on (571) 272-3964. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Haresh Patel 
December 1, 2006 



